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Although it has been held that if the federal court plaintiff is not challenging a state court 
decision itself, the Rooker-Feldman doctrine does not apply, there is also authority holding 
that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine precludes federal courts from effectively exercising 
appellate jurisdiction over claims "inextricably intertwined" with the state court judgment. 


If the federal court plaintiff is not challenging a state court decision itself, the Rooker-Feldman 
doctrine does not apply since, to hold otherwise, would be to broaden the doctrine so that it comes, 


in essence, a jurisdictional doctrine of res judicata.! However, contrary authority holds that the 
doctrine precludes federal district courts from effectively exercising appellate jurisdiction over 


claims "inextricably intertwined" with a prior state-court judgment.” In other words, the doctrine 
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not only prohibits straightforward appeals of state court judgments but also federal court review 


of matters inextricably intertwined with state court rulings.” 


A variety of views have been expressed as to when a claim will be regarded as "inextricably 


intertwined" with a state court judgment for Rooker-Feldman purposes.“ There is authority holding 
that a federal claim is inextricably intertwined with a state court judgment where success on the 


federal claim would depend upon a determination that the state court wrongly decided the issues 
7 


before it,” negate the state court's judgment,° or prevent a state court from enforcing its orders. 
Additionally, whether a claim is inextricably intertwined with a state-court judgment hinges on 


whether that judgment caused,® actually and proximately,” the injury for which the federal-court 
plaintiff seeks redress or whether the federal claim alleges an independent prior injury that the state 


court failed to remedy, |? Finally, the phrase "inextricably intertwined" has been held to have no 
independent content but merely to state a conclusion: namely, that Rooker-Feldman bars a federal 
claim, whether or not raised in state court, that asserts an injury based on a state judgment and 
seeks review and reversal of that judgment, and such a claim is "inextricably intertwined" with 


the state judgment. N 


Claim of lack of jurisdiction. 


The Rooker-Feldman doctrine has been held to preclude federal court jurisdiction where the 
plaintiff in federal court claims that the state court lacked jurisdiction to render its judgment, 
even where this issue was not explicitly addressed in the state court's rulings, since the state court 


necessarily must have concluded that it had jurisdiction to make those rulings. le 
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